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Co-researching and Research Communities
In the program it says that I have promised to talk about:
- how the process of research can be conceptualized and organized as a collective project. about a point of departure in - conceptualizations about human practice as an ’exploring intersubjectivity’, about the conduct of everyday life and  from an approach to knowledge as anchored in social practice.
I am quite in doubt if that is possible to do in half an hour but I will try do to concentrate on the background for working with Co-research and Research Communities, and then I hope we can afterwards discuss the implications, your questions and all the dilemmas related to cooperative work.
In relation to what is listed in the program I change the order a little and make this agenda for the presentation:
1.	Knowledge as anchored in social practice
2.	The conduct of everyday life and human practice as an ’exploring intersubjectivity’, 
3.	The process of research as a collective project

1. Knowledge as anchored in social practice
In your article that we have read to this course, you state, Anna, that 
-	…the only access people have to reality is through active engagement with and participation in it, (p 479)
-	There is, in other words, no knowledge and no human being that exist prior to and can be separated from transformative engagement with the world including, importantly, other people. (p 484)
And that may serve as a point of reference for this discussion. In prolongation of this, one of the first things that come into my mind is that knowledge is connected to different perspectives and different kinds of engagements in the world – that is one of the things I try to work with in the article from me. 
And these - perhaps quite obvious characteristics about knowledge - have important consequences for the way we can work with knowledge.
In my work – and I often say ‘our work’, because we are groups of researches cooperating about research projects in the field of children - we organize a kind of common collective of research with different professionals in the field. In short I will present the way we work. We are doing: (PP)
•	Cooperation – research meetings with the involved
•	Participatory observations across different situations – for instance in the school, the kindergarten, the special education class, the interdisciplinary meetings, etc
•	Interviews with different parties – for instance parents, children, pedagogues, psychologist, administrators…
•	Involving the informant as ‘co-researcher’ 
So I think that Anna’s point of departure implies to search for knowledge different places, from different perspectives and in cooperation with the involved – we regard these partners as co-researchers and this concept has been discussed quite a lot in our research surroundings. 
But I think the question of co-research is often discussed in relation to method and technique and an idea about changing other persons – therefore I would like to attack the discussions here from the point of departure I find important:
To me it is a question about how we understand persons as reflective subjects, how we understand social practice as ’exploring intersubjectivity’ and how we conceptualize daily life as well as daily professional work.
That’s why I take these questions into consideration instead of presenting more about our methods or concrete cooperation.
I think that we in this room share the critique of the dominating idea about creating knowledge ‘from a point of nowhere’. It is not controversial to state that knowledge is: 
- situated and differentiated; it originates from various locations in particular structures of practice and in relation to the field of children, knowledge is connected to different positions in a conflictual division of labour.
 (And I think this holds for many other fields as well)
When we emphasise that knowledge is related to different perspectives and when we want to acknowledge this plurality and acknowledge the relevance of for instance the perspectives of children, mothers and clients – just to mention some parties whose perspectives are often regarded as part of a problem instead of perspectives on it 
– then we confront a challenge in relation to working analytically with the quite different kinds of knowledge originating in different locations in social practice. 

Therefore I think we need theoretical possibilities for anchoring the differences in social practice and analysing the basis from which subjects form their perspectives. 
The aim of the analytical work is getting general knowledge through the variation of experiences from locations in structures of social practice.
In relation to this I want to emphasise the simple point that we as human being act – and engage as Anna writes – in a common social world and therefore our perspectives are in one and the same time different and connected.
In the example in the article I try to illustrate that the involved perspectives are not different by accident. They are connected through their relations to the children and the social structures that the professionals are taking part in.

We act in a common world with social structures of meanings, discourses and constructions, but we are localised differently, and from different positions we see, realise and grasp the same things in different and personal ways. 
Still we engage and arrange in relation to common dilemmas, and regarded in this way specific and personal experiences and perspectives may tell us about the general in all its variations. 
So methodologically we may regard the specific as ‘a route to learn about the general’. 
To me this relation is best formulated and connected to research by Uffe Juul Jensen whom I quote in the article. Therefore I will not repeat it here but he states that ‘Science is a field where everybody has something to contribute to the truth’, and to me this is a convincing argument for research cooperation. But know I would like to go into the questions about

2. The conduct of everyday life and human practice as an ’exploring intersubjectivity’
I must mention that this part of my presentation is inspired by a paper I did together with Dorte Kousholt and the example I use is from her observation in a common project with the title ‘Across family work and inclusion in school’. 
(Maja Røn Larsen, Anne Morin and Tine Jensen are part of this project as well)
I think we need an empirical example in all these theoretical discussions and since you have an example in the article dealing with the conflicts about children and the communities between children (which are my favourite kinds of examples) I have chosen to present an example from family work here.
First I shall roughly introduce the concept of ’conduct of everyday life’. I involve this concept because I think it represents a theoretical way of conceptualizing how subjects act in social practice in order to deal with daily challenges 
- and because this thinking has methodological implications related to co-researching. 
The reason for discussing ’conduct of everyday life’ is also to discuss how we may gain knowledge about social structure through cooperating with different persons learning about their personal way of dealing with dilemmas in their life. The personal perspectives are connected to a person’s conduct of life.

Klaus Holzkamp’s theoretical work sowed the seeds to these points; however we have - in our collective work - developed them in a specific direction. Our ambitions have been: 

(1) to strengthen and develop the aspects that can capture that human beings personal lives are inherently social and in this way to set the subject in plural. 

(2) to grasp situated social interplay as it is played out in local contexts and 

(3) to grasp subjective perspectives connected to participation in and across different social contexts. (Basically this has to do with developing theoretical thinking that deepens our understanding of the dialectic relation between persons and social practice.)

In his later work Holzkamp turned to the concept of conduct of life as a way to conceptualise the active creative processes involved in leading a complex everyday life. 

He did that to overcome a psychology where subjects are enclosed in psychological special functions, we need concepts that can capture the richness and complexity of people’s everyday life - in stead of disregarding it. 

Holzkamp states that: “Conduct of life is an activity “every day” to organise, integrate and construct daily life in such a way that the different and conflicting demands that meet the individual can be combined and ‘resolved’“ (1998, p.27). 

Holzkamp relates the concept of conduct of life closely to the concept of self understanding. My self understanding is my understanding of my interest and possibilities in relation to social situations. Herein lies a critique of traditional psychological concepts of self understanding as “my relation to myself” or of various kinds of an inner picture of a ‘self’. 

Holzkamp argues that persons’ self understanding can never be interpreted “from a standpoint outside” – but must be developed in cooperation through inter-subjective relations. This implicates that to develop knowledge in research about other persons’ conduct of life and self understanding we must involve them as co-researchers. 

In relation to the concept of conduct of life, Ole Dreier (2008) emphasizes that persons’ lives and engagements always are distributed between several contexts that are connected in certain ways in societal arrangements. In that way Dreier has elaborated on the cross-contextual and social character of conduct of life. 

2b Family conduct of life

The example I draw upon here is from a research project in a “Family work” institution. Families are placed at the Family work institution because of concerns from the social services about whether the parents are able to provide the necessary care for their child. 

We are doing research cooperation with the professionals here – and the question about co-researching is in my discussion here related to how we together may create knowledge about how to organize professional work in relation to supporting children and their families in their lives across contexts.

Perhaps it sounds a little strange that I go into an example of a family but in order to transform the professional, work I think we need to explore the dilemmas that the professional work is concerned about.

You will hear about a single mother, Claire, who lives at the Family work institution with her daughter Sara and her baby boy John. Claire has two other children who do not live with her at the moment. Sara is 4½ years old and goes to a regular day-care institution. Claire explains that she accepted to stay at the Family Work institution because she needed a place to stay after her ex-boyfriend threw her out. Furthermore, she was under pressure because John was born 2 month premature.

Claire, continuously deals with arranging a daily life with two small children who demand different and often conflicting things from her. She must prioritise her own resources and involve other parties when she needs help with the children. The organising of a family practice ties in with priorities and the distribution of limited resources and time. 

Such continuous processes involve the constant handling and overcoming of conflicts and dilemmas. Every solution is temporary and brings new conflicts and dilemmas. So conducting life as a parent is connected to exploring ways of arranging in relation to conflicts and dilemmas and to possibilities for dealing with practical issues in everyday life.

When we turn the concept of conduct of life from single person’s lives to the processes of arranging a family life pushes our understanding of what routines in everyday life are about. Developing routines is not only my individual project. They must be created, negotiated and may involve struggling with other people with whom my conduct of life must be coordinated. 

Claire and Sara at the same time cooperate and struggle about how the routines of for example taking the bus home from day care institution should be. What kind of food Sara is allowed to eat on the way home, ways to sit in the bus and so on. The professionals tell Claire that she should establish more harmony in her relation to her daughter but they also want her to prevent Sara from eating the sweets she wants.

The different perspectives of children and parents are anchored in different locations and positions in the family and connected to different lives and possibilities in other places. Significant parts of family life are arranged in relation to the everyday life of the children in other places. 

2c The learning of children seen in the light of the concept of conduct of life

The learning processes of children have a compound structure as a basis as well as a developmental perspective. In today’s western countries we have arranged a plurality of contexts for the life of our children, and in these different settings the children are together with each other and with grown-ups in different ways, and their activities are structured in relation to different purposes and conditions. 

Children have to orientate in and deal with this plurality and the differences, involvements, possibilities of taking part and ways of participating as ‘a person’.  

One could say that children are in a process of learning to conduct a complex life and to make it ‘their life’ in a sense developing their personal preferences, priorities and standpoints. 

The question of learning to conduct ones live cannot be limited to a question of repeating what others have done before or adjusting to kinds of given conditions. To live implies to create conditions – to estimate possibilities, make priorities and pursue ideas. 
This involves to arrange, to investigate possibilities and at the same time follow up on and change perspectives for a life across different places, demands and engagements. 

To give you another example – just think about our own life – for instance to participate in this PhD.-course we had to postpone other things – some things had to be completed before leaving, others handed over to other persons, some things we abandoned and other things are waiting… We had to prepare, investigate and some of us to by travels and find out the way. 
Furthermore most of these things must be coordinated with other persons – colleagues as well as family members and organizers. We cannot control it, but indeed we work on the task Holzkamp formulates as making life ‘hang together’ – and this is not well understood as an isolated individual work or competence. This very personal challenge is in one and the same time a fundamental social issue and relates closely to participation in social communities.

If we return to the children, while doing observations in Sara’s life across contexts we realize that Sara is occupied in playing with a girl of the same age, Maria, with whom she can carry through some of the role-plays she is curious about trying and learning. Sara’s conditions for being with her best friend are influenced by another girl’s presence and activities – and also by the way the pedagogues arrange the day and how the groups of children play together. 

In this way the children make up the conditions of the life of each other and their interplay must be taken into consideration in an investigation of the personal conduct of life. 

Sara is continuously investigating when and how she will become able to establish the plays, situations and interplay she is concerned about. She has to investigate possibilities for participation, for engaging and for influencing situations in her daily life.

And she is exploring this together with other persons. Observations from children’s life across contexts, point to the way the children use their playmates when they orientate in and transform connections and common structures of meanings in their compound life. They explore their life and its possibilities together and they develop personal preferences and subjective standpoints together. 

Their possibilities of connecting their participation different places seem to be deeply related to their possibilities of being part of child communities. 

I will emphasize the meanings of ‘others’ to a person’s conduct of life as a question of intersubjectivity or you might say: how subjects live and learn together - participating in different kinds of social practice.

I find that this conceptual focus on an exploring intersubjectivity has consequences for the way we as researches may seek access to knowledge about persons as well as the social structures they take part in.

Sara’s personal perspectives on her life and her way of dealing with conditions in her life not just tell us about her – through personal meanings we also learn about social structure.

In psychology we must explore the social through the personal and vice versa

We did not see that in the observations from the family life – some of the personal engagements of this girl are situated in other contexts than the family. Still they are important in understanding the personal perspectives of the girl – and important for the task in relation to supporting her and her family. 

Seeking the personal perspectives we cannot just study the person ‘in itself’. Even when we leave the experimental situation and join ‘the natural daily life’ we cannot understand a child just by focusing on the child. 

We cannot understand the strategies of Sara with out knowing something about the social interplay she is occupied about, involving herself into and finding a way of dealing with. 

Personal reasons are connected to something in life and to understand a child as a person we must explore what is ‘in front’ of the child: What is the child directed to – or engaged in. 

This is why we in our research participate across different contexts, cooperate with different parties and find it important to analyse together with the involved. We understand the subjects as ‘co-researchers’ in research and they take part in our curiosity while we try to take part in their search for action possibilities. In this way we talk about doing research through participation in social practice and cooperation with various parties. 

 2d The professional practice for supporting families in need

In relation to the dilemmas in the life of children the professionals and the parents may have very different perspectives on “what’s wrong”. Where the mother points to difficulties in their life conditions (having no place to live, being a single mother), the professionals interpret the problems as related to “a weak relation” between mother and child.

In general, professionals often focus on different kinds of threats in relation to the development of children and when it comes to intervention the picture of children’s lives narrows into a question of attachment between the child and the mother. 

This figure finds academic support in developmental psychology where the life of children is often conceptualized as a question of differentiating between balance and disturbance. In this way different life forms or dilemmas in life appears like threats to the development of a child. 

The practical aspects of organising a family life, which can support the everyday life of the child, fall out of the professional focus. The very life tends to fall out and with that the ways the mother experiences the dilemmas here. The mother herself becomes the problem.

3. The process of research as a collective project

So the concept of ‘conduct of life’ brings theoretical possibilities for conceptualizing family life and family problems in another way from the one marginalizing groups of persons as problematic. This implies turning the concepts in direction of contradictions in life, social conflicts and general dilemmas in the common life that humans live together. 

I would like to point to the action possibilities for the professionals in order to exceed individualized treatment of personalities and to work with the possibilities of participation in different communities. 

This point to supporting the daily work of the subjects themselves – the strategies that I have tried to illustrate here. 

The arrangement for family help could support Sara’s participation among peers and Claire’s possibilities for involving in her daughters life – but this turns the attention into other places and relations and it challenges the divisions of task and responsibilities between the general system and the ‘system for special help’. 

For the moment the leader of the department where Clare and Sara live and where Dorte is doing her observations and interviews, is very engaged in what she formulates as a break with their professional tradition and in one of the same time a completely new approach and a quite obvious thing: 

(PP) ‘Suddenly we realise that these children live a life other places from here and that things are going on there. And maybe we support these children much better coordinating our efforts with persons these places.’

The leader becomes curious about this and explores it in cooperation with us as well as in a daily exploration related directly to the cases, the interventions and the staff at the institution.

This new focus is indeed not unproblematic. Some of the professionals in the institution want to change the way they work profoundly while others feels that this is devaluating their professionalism. This starts up discussions about what professionalism is all about? 

A pedagogue ask if it is just being together with the families as human beings - not making interventions in their psychological functions 

- while others begin to cooperate with teachers and schools for instance working with the communities of children here and the cooperation between all the parents in a school class – in relation to improve the conditions for participation of a child in difficulties.

So in relation to our heading I think this is related to ‘intervention in communities’ of children, parents as well as professionals – and first of all into the structures in the field of children and by that the structuring of possibilities of taking part.

This is conflictual and we cannot control how the research is used in different political ways but I think we can organize research so that we connect to the processes of change, curiosity and exploration that are going on in social practice. 

We can organize research as a collective project where different kinds of researchers and different kinds of professionals participate – with common as well as different kinds of interests.

We have common interests in understanding the problems better and gaining knowledge for instance about the perspectives of the children and their parents – but we follow up on this knowledge in different ways related to our different practices.

We have a common interest in understanding these complicated connections - but the meanings of the understandings will be different in different practices.

When we gain knowledge about connections between structures of conditions and different perspectives in social practices we as researches try to transform understandings and develop theory - while the professionals will try to transform the organization of their practice. Both transformations are quite conflictual and political. 

To me this cooperation is not well conceptualized if we regard researchers as experts that are helping practitioners who in this way are regarded as persons not knowing. To avoid this I find it important not to make the practitioners the object of the research. We cooperate about understanding some general problems better, problems we have in common.  

So in relation to co-researching we have to transcend the traditional positioning between researchers, professionals and users – and this have comprehensive consequences for our understanding’s about both kind of practices…

For example the contributions of the research can not be – through universal knowledge about causal connections - to judge, to control and to predict…

I think the contributions of the research are many folded but in our research collaboration I find among other things that the Contributions of the research is:

To show the connections to structural conditions – for instance the pedagogues have become aware about how the administration in the municipality set the conditions, demands and aims of the help. The professionals explore how the demands from the administration are often in contradiction to the perspectives of the families – and tell that before this was not a dilemma because the perspectives of the parents were part of the problem to change…

To illustrate the different perspectives – for instance the involved parties often do not know the perspectives and meanings of each other – as for instance psychologists, pedagogues, teachers, parents and children. Especially the perspectives of the children are quite hidden even though everybody agrees that they are the key figure.
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